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1. A proposa l  e v a l u a t i o n  concluding t h a t  t h e  
p r o t e s t e r ' s  t e c h n i c a l  p roposa l  c o n t a i n s  
weaknesses i s  unob jec t ionab le  where t h e  
sou rce  s e l e c t i o n  m a t e r i a l s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  
t h e  agency considered t h e  p roposa l  i n  
accordance w i t h  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  scheme, t h e  
e v a l u a t i o n  appears  to  have been r e a s o n a b l e ,  
and t h e  p r o t e s t e r  does not  q u e s t i o n  t h e  
agency ' s  conclus ions  a s  t o  s p e c i f i c  weak- 
nesses. 

2. GAO w i l l  not  o b j e c t  to a t e c h n i c a l  evalua- 
t i o n  on the  ground t h a t  t h e  agency s p e n t  
i n s u f f i c i e n t  time conduct ing t h e  evalua-  
t i o n ,  where t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  was f a i r ,  rea-  
sonab le ,  and c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  s t a t e d  
e v a l u a t i o n  c r i t e r i a .  

3 .  A r g u m e n t s  a r e  untimely and  not  for  consi-  
d e r a t i o n  by GAO where based on a l l e g e d  
s o l i c i t a t i o n  i m p r o p r i e t i e s  bu t  no t  r a i s e d  
p r i o r  t o  t h e  i n i t i a l  c l o s i n g  d a t e ,  o r  where 
based on o t h e r  in format ion  t h a t  was o r  
should have been known t o  t h e  p r o t e s t e r  
more than 1 0  days be fo re  t h e  p r o t e s t  was 
f i l e d .  

4 .  Agency p r o p e r l y  excluded t h e  cost of any 
necessa ry  tanker  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  from t h e  
e v a l u a t i o n  of o f f e r s  f o r  a t anke r  mooring 
system where t h e  s o l i c i t a t i o n  d i d  n o t  
p rovide  f o r  e v a l u a t i o n  of t h e s e  costs. 

IMODCO p r o t e s t s  the  award of a c o n t r a c t  t o  SOFEC, 
I n c .  under r e q u e s t  f o r  p roposa l s  ( R F P )  N o .  N00024-84-R- 
2 2 4 3 ,  i s sued  by t h e  Department o f  t h e  Navy f o r  an o f f s h o r e  
tanker  mooring system. IMODCO p r i n c i p a l l y  contends t h a t  
i t s  p roposa l  was not  eva lua ted  p r o p e r l y  and t h a t ,  had t h e  
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e v a l u a t i o n  been p r o p e r ,  i t  w o u l d  have been the  s u c c e s s f u l  
o f f e r o r .  We deny t h e  p r o t e s t  i n  p a r t  and d i s m i s s  i t  i n  
p a r t .  

The R F P ,  i s s u e d  June 15, 1984, provided t h a t  propo- 
s a l s  would be eva lua ted  under f o u r  c a t e g o r i e s  ( l i s t e d  i n  
o rde r  of descending impor tance) :  t e c h n i c a l  approach, expe- 
r i e n c e ,  management r e s o u r c e s ,  and p r i c e .  The cover shee t  
of t he  RFP informed o f f e r o r s  t h a t  t h e  Navy r e se rved  t h e  
r i g h t  t o  make award wi thout  d i s c u s s i o n s .  A s i m i l a r  
warning was ' i nc luded  i n  S e c t i o n  L of t h e  RFP, which a l s o  
advised o f f e r o r s  t h a t  they t h e r e f o r e  should s u b m i t  t h e i r  
b e s t  o f f e r s  i n i t i a l l y .  A conference  was held on July 20 
t o  e x p l a i n  the  requirement  t o  p r o s p e c t i v e  o f f e r o r s ,  and 
the  Navy fu rn i shed  responses  t o  s e v e r a l  w r i t t e n  q u e s t i o n s  
p r i o r  t o  t h e  J u l y  30  c l o s i n g  d a t e .  

Four p r o p o s a l s  were submi t t ed ,  i nc lud ing  those  from 
IMODCO and SOFEC. The t e c h n i c a l  p r o p o s a l s  i n i t i a l l y  were - 
eva lua ted  and scored  by a t e c h n i c a l  e v a l u a t i o n  pane l .  A 
c o n t r a c t  award review panel  then eva lua ted  the  p r o p o s a l s  
anew a f t e r  a b r i e f i n g  from t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  panel  chairman, 
and a l s o  reviewed t h e  recommended s c o r i n g .  The review 
panel  u l t i m a t e l y  adopted the  recommended s c o r e s  and sub- 
sequen t ly  adopted t h e  weighted p r i c e  s c o r e s  a s  c a l c u l a t e d  
by the  c o n t r a c t i n g  o f f i c e r .  

SOFEC's t e c h n i c a l  proposa l  was scored h i g h e s t ,  and 
a l s o  was . lowest i n  c o s t .  I M O D C O ' s  p roposa l  was r a t e d  
t e c h n i c a l l y  a c c e p t a b l e  b u t ,  due t o  weaknesses i n  c e r t a i n  
a r e a s ,  was not  scored  a s  h i g h l y  a s  S O F E C ' s .  Based on 
SOFEC's h i g h e s t  t e c h n i c a l  r a t i n g  and lowes t  p r i c e ,  the  
Navy decided t h a t  S O F E C ' s  p roposa l  a s  i n i t i a l l y  submit ted 
was most advantageous t o  the  government. The Navy t h u s  
awarded a f i rm- f ixed -p r i ce  c o n t r a c t  t o  SOFEC on August 1 7 ,  
wi thout  d i s c u s s i o n s ,  a t  t h e  o f f e r e d  p r i c e  of $ 3 , 4 7 1 , 0 0 0 .  

IMODCO r a i s e s  a number of a l l e s a t i o n s  based on 
informat ion  i t  r ece ived  d u r i n g  an A G g u s t  30 t e c h n i c a l  
d e b r i e f i n g  held by t h e  Navy. The f i r m  f i r s t  broadly  
a s s e r t s  t h a t  i t s  p roposa l  was not  eva lua ted  i n  acco;dance - -  
w i t h  t h e  RFP t e c h n i c a l  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s ,  and s p e c i f i c a l l y  
contends t h a t  t he  s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y  of i t s  proposed system 
was not  taken i n t o  account .  
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We have reviewed t h e  source  s e l e c t i o n  m a t e r i a l s  
f u r n i s h e d  u s  by t h e  Navy and f i n d  no b a s i s  for IMODCO's  
broad c h a l l e n g e  t o  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  e v a l u a t i o n  of i t s  pro- 
posa l .  
v a t i o n s  regard ing  I M O D C O ' s  p r o p o s a l ,  both p o s i t i v e  and 
nega t ive ;  none of t hese  s t a t e m e n t s  appear t o  be based on 
information o r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  o u t s i d e  t h e  f a c t o r s  s e t  
f o r t h  i n  t h e  RFP. 

T h e  e v a l u a t i o n  worksheets c o n t a i n  d e t a i l e d  obser-  

A t  i t s  d e b r i e f i n g ,  IMODCO was f u r n i s h e d  a summary 
exp lana t ion  'of the  e v a l u a t i o n  s p e l l i n g  o u t  t h e  p r i n c i p a l  
s t r e n g t h s  and weaknesses i n  i t s  p roposa l .  I t s  "Technical  
Approach" was r a t e d  weak i n  two r e s p e c t s :  (1) t h e  p roposa l  
d i d  not  d i s c u s s  s u r v i v a b i l i t y  requi rements  f o r  t h e  system 
barge ,  and ( 2 )  t h e  nonbuoyancy of the  sys t em ' s  conc re t e  
base would n e c e s s i t a t e  r e t r i e v a l  by mechanical dev ice .  
Also ,  while  IMODCO's  o v e r a l l  exper ience  w i t h  s i n g l e  p o i n t  
mooring systems was l i s t e d  a s  a s t r e n g t h ,  i t s  r e l a t i v e l y  
l i m i t e d  expe r i ence  w i t h  s i n g l e  anchor l e g  mooring systems,-  
t h e  s p e c i f i c  type  r e q u i r e d  h e r e ,  was deemed a weakness 
u n d e r  t he  "Experience" ca tegory .  IMODCO has n o t  
ques t ioned  the  Navy's conc lus ions  w i t h  regard  t o  these  
weaknesses. 

The only  s p e c i f i c  o b j e c t i o n  r a i s e d  by IMODCO--that 
t h e  s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y  of i t s  system was ignored-- is  
unfounded. As t he  Navy i n d i c a t e s  i n  i t s  r e p o r t ,  t he  tech- 
n i c a l  e v a l u a t i o n  worksheet f o r  "Technica l  Approach" 
c l e a r l y  i n d i c a t e s  t he  Navy considered t h i s  a s p e c t  of  
I M O D C O ' s  sytem, l i s t i n g  " s e l f - c o n t a i n  barge independent 
from tanker"  a s  a s t r e n g t h  of t he  p roposa l .  

Although IMODCO may d i s a g r e e  w i t h  t h e  r e s u l t s  of t he  
t e c h n i c a l  e v a l u a t i o n ,  i t  has not  shown, and we f i n d  no 
i n d i c a t i o n ,  t h a t  t h e  Navy i n  f a c t  improperly eva lua ted  i t s  
p roposa l .  A p r o t e s t e r ' s  mere disagreement  w i t h  t he  out-  
come of an e v a l u a t i o n  does not render  the  e v a l u a t i o n  
o b j e c t i o n a b l e .  General  Management Systems, I n c .  , 
B-214246, Sep t .  25, 1984, 84-2 C.P.D.  II 351. 

IMODCO a l s o  b e l i e v e s  the  Navy could not  have 
conducted a p r o p e r ,  thorough e v a l u a t i o n  i n  t h e  per iod  
between the  c l o s i n g  d a t e  ( J u l y  3 0 )  and the  d a t e  of award 
( A u g u s t  17). We w i l l  not  o b j e c t  t o  an e v a l u a t i o n  on t h i s  
b a s i s .  The Navy, not  ou r  O f f i c e ,  i s  i n  t he  b e s t  p o s i t i o n  
t o  de te rmine  t h e  amount of time necessary  t o  conduct a 
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s a t i s f a c t o r y  t e c h n i c a l  e v a l u a t i o n  i n  a p a r t i c u l a r  p r o c u r e -  
m e n t ,  a n d  t h e  Navy b e l i e v e s  i t  d e v o t e d  s u f f i c i e n t  time and  
e f f o r t  t o  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  e v a l u a t i o n  here.  
c o n c e r n e d  o n l y  w i t h  w h e t h e r  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  was f a i r ,  
r e a s o n a b l e ,  and  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  s t a t e d  e v a l u a t i o n  

Our  O f f i c e  is 

B-213691, Apr. 24, 1984, 84-1 
h a v e  f o u n d  t h a t  t h e  

e v a l u a t i o n  met t h i s  s t a n d a r d .  

IMODCO r a i s e s  s e v e r a l  i ssues ,  w h i c h  w e  f i n d  a r e  
u n t i m e l y .  I t  a s s e r t s  t h a t :  (1) t h e  RFP's 50-page  l i m i t  o n  
t e c h n i c a l  p r o p o s a l s  was  i n a d e q u a t e ;  
h a v e  b e e n  p e r m i t t e d  t o  make t e c h n i c a l  p r e s e n t a t i o n s ;  
t h e  N a v y ' s  a n s w e r s  t o  c e r t a i n  q u e s t i o n s  f r o m  o f f e r o r s  l e f t  
too many t e c h n i c a l  d e t a i l s  t o  t h e  j u d g e m e n t  o f  t h e  
o f f e r o r s ;  and  ( 4 )  t h e  Navy i m p r o p e r l y  r e l a x e d  c e r t a i n  
t e c h n i c a l  r e q u i r e m e n t s .  

( 2 )  o f f e r o r s  s h o u l d  
( 3 )  

U n d e r  our  B i d  P r o t e s t  P r o c e d u r e s ,  a p r o t e s t  con-  - 

c e r n i n g  a l l e g e d  impropr i e t i e s  a p p a r e n t  o n  t h e  f a c e  o f  a 
s o l i c i t a t i o n  m u s t  be f i l e d  p r i o r  t o  t h e  c l o s i n g  d a t e  f o r  
s u b m i s s i o n  of i n i t i a l  p r o p o s a l s .  4 C . F . R .  5 21.2(b)(l) 
(1984). 
b a s e d  on s u c h  a p p a r e n t  i m p r o p r i e t i e s :  t h e  50 -page  l i m i t a -  
t i o n  was c l e a r  f r o m  t h e  RFP;  
t h e  Navy t h e  r i g h t  t o  make a w a r d  w i t h o u t  t e c h n i c a l  p r e s e n -  
t a t i o n s  o r  o t h e r  d i s c u s s i o n s ;  and  t h e  q u e s t i o n s  were p o s e d  
by o f f e r o r s  and  a n s w e r e d  by t h e  Navy p r i o r  t o  t h e  J u l y  30 
i n i t i a l  c l o s i n g  d a t e .  B e c a u s e  I M O D C O ' s  p r o t e s t  was no t  
r e c e i v e d  b e f o r e  J u l y  30, t h e s e  a l l e g a t i o n s  a r e  u n t i m e l y  
and  w i l l  n o t  be  c o n s i d e r e d .  

T h e  f i r s t  t h r e e  o f  t h e  a b o v e  a l l e g a t i o n s  a r e  

t h e  RFP c l e a r l y  r e s e r v e d  t o  

O u r  P r o c e d u r e s  a l s o  r e q u i r e  t h a t  a p ro t e s t  c o n c e r n i n g  
o t h e r  t h a n  a p p a r e n t  s o l i c i t a t i o n  i m p r o p r i e t i e s  be f i l e d  
w i t h i n  10 d a y s  a f t e r  t h e  b a s i s  o f  p r o t e s t  w a s ,  o r  s h o u l d  
h a v e  b e e n ,  known. 4 C . F . R .  S 21.2(b)(2). T h e  l a s t  a l l e -  
g a t i o n  f a i l s  u n d e r  t h i s  t e s t .  
i t  d e t e r m i n e d  a t  t h e  A u g u s t  30  d e b r i e f i n g  t h a t  ( a s  i t  now 
a l l e g e s )  
m e n t s  w i t h o u t  i n f o r m i n g  IMODCO,  t h e  f i r m  d i d  not a s s e r t  
t h i s  b a s i s  o f  p r o t e s t  u n t i l  O c t o b e r  2 3 ,  i n  i t s  response t o  
t h e  a g e n c y  r e p o r t .  
r a i s e d .  

A l t h o u g h  IMODCO s t a t e s  t h a t  

t h e  Navy had  r e l a x e d  c e r t a i n  t e c h n i c a l  r equ i r e -  

T h e  i s s u e  t h e r e f o r e  w a s  not  t i m e l y  
TRS D e s i g n  b C o n s u l t i n g  S e r v i c e s - - R e c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  

B-214011.2, J u l y  I O ,  1984, 8 4 - 2  C . P . D .  tl 34. 
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Finally, IMODCO contends that the cost of the SOFEC 
system will exceed the cost of IMODCO's (the protester's 
offered price was S7,785,000) when tanker modifications 
are considered. (These are modifications for the purpose 
of transporting a system, and would be necessary to some 
degree for the SOFEC and IMODCO systems.) The RFP, how- 
ever, did not require offerors to furnish tanker modifica- 
tion cost estimates with their proposals and, in specifyins 
those elements of price that would be evaluated, did not 
include tanker modifications because the Navy viewed these 
costs as too uncertain and difficult to estimate at the 
initial staqes of the procurement. This element therefore 
could not be considered. To the extent IMODCO is arguing 
that the RFP should have provided for evaluation of tanker 
modification costs, its protest is untimely. 4 C.F.R. 
S 2?.2(b)(l). 

The protest is denied in part and dismissed in part. 

of the TJnited States I 
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